PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Ken Mel chi onna
DOCKET NO.: 04-01657.001-R-2 & 05-01354.001-R-2
PARCEL NO.: 01-06-024-016

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Ken Mel chionna, the appellant, by attorney Joanne P. Elliott of
Elliott & Associates, Des Plaines; and the Carroll County Board
of Review by attorneys David O Edwards and Christopher E. Sherer
of Gffin, Wnning, Cohen & Bodewes, P.C., Springfield.

The subject property is inproved with a two-story single famly
dwelling with a brick exterior construction that contains 7,067
square feet of above grade living area. Features of the dwelling
i ncl ude a wal k-out basenent with approximtely 4,000 square feet
of finished area, central air conditioning, eight fireplaces, an
in-ground swimmng pool and a two-car attached garage.
Construction of the dwelling was conpleted in 2004. The property
is located on a 6.52 acre parcel on Lake Carroll, Carroll County.

At the hearing the parties stipulated the subject property had a
| and value of $350,000 for 2004 and $370,000 for 2005. The
parties also stipulated the subject dwelling had an occupancy
date of March 27, 2004, and the 2004 inprovenent assessnent
should be prorated at 77% based on the occupancy date. The
parties also stipulated that both appraisers are expert w tnesses
for purposes of the hearing.

The appell ant contends the market value of the subject property
is not accurately reflected in the assessed valuation. The
appel lant's attorney argued that subject had a total market val ue
of $1, 650, 000. The appellant's attorney contends the subject's
mar ket val ue should then be reduced 6% to account for the sales
conmm ssion resulting in a market value estimate of $1,551, 000 as
of January 1, 2004. To this anmount the attorney argued that a
77% occupancy factor should be applied to the inprovenent

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnent of the
property as established by the Carroll County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

Docket No. Land | npr ovenent Tot a
04-01657.001-R-2 $116, 667 $344, 802 $461, 469
05-01354. 001-R-2 $124, 250 $448, 338 $572, 588

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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assessnment to arrive at a final total assessnent for 2004 of
$424, 883. For 2005 the appellant's attorney argued the
assessnment should reflect a nmarket value of $1, 551, 000.

In support of the overvaluation argunent the appellant submtted
an appraisal prepared by real estate appraiser Ryan Herbig for
both the 2004 and 2005 appeal s. Herbi g' s apprai sal contained a
mar ket value estimate for the subject property of $1,650,000 as
of May 10, 2005. Herbig was called as a witness on behalf of the
appel | ant .

Herbig testified he physically wal ked through the property, had
pl ans provided by the owner, wal ked the exterior of the property,
wal ked to the | akefront and took photographs of the property. He
val ued the property as of My 10, 2005 and indicated that value
woul d not be totally reflective of the property's value as of
January 1, 2004, which may be | ess.

Herbig testified he neasured the exterior of the property using a
tape neasure and took neasurenents on every corner. The above
ground area was estinmated to be 7,067 square feet and the bel ow
ground finished area was estimated to be 4,000 square feet. The
appellant's witness testified that the value of below grade
square footage would not be equal to the value of above grade
ar ea.

In selecting the conparable sales the appraiser pulled the three
nost expensive sales in Lake Carroll that were all | akefront
properties. Wth respect to conparable nunmber 1, this property
sold in Novenmber 2004 for $1,600,000. The appellant's appraiser
testified this sale included two additional |akefront |ots that
were valued at $300, 000 each. Therefore, the net value of the
conparable dwelling and associated lot was $1, 000, 000. The
witness also testified that the lake in front of the subject
dwel ling is shallow as conpared to conparabl e sal e nunber 1 where

you can place a dock and have a deep well boat. The wi tness
i ndicated you would have to have a shallow draft boat at the
subject. The appraiser was of the opinion the subject is not a

prime | akefront |ot.

The appellant's appraiser was also of the opinion the subject
suffers from functional obsolescence due to the size of the
house, which is twice as large as the typical house. The
apprai ser was of the opinion the house was an over-inprovenent
due to its size. The appraiser was aware of only one other house
on the lake that was simlar in size. The appraiser testified
there are over 700 vacation homes in the Lake Carroll area and
there were only two that approach this size, with the subject
being the largest one on the I ake. The appraiser was of the
opinion there was no nmarket for this type of hone.
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Herbig was also of the opinion the subject suffers from
functional obsolescence as a result of the l|land being super-
adequate. He testified that hones in this area are weekend hones
and explained that owners don't want to spend a lot of tinme on
yard worKk. The witness testified if you have an estate type
property like the subject you are essentially paying sonebody to
take care of the yard.

In explaining the $508,400 adjustnment for size of conparable 1
the appraiser stated the adjustnent is set up on a square foot
basis considering the law of dimnishing demand. The apprai ser
testified that he adjusted all his conparables up for the
basenent and finished roons below grade because they were all
smal | er than the subject.

The appellant's appraiser was of the opinion the subject's two-
car garage was typical. The conparables he used had superior two
or three-car garages with basenments or extra storage requiring
downwar d adjustnments. The witness al so indicated the adjustnent
process for conparables 2 and 3 were simlar to those namde to
conparable 1. The appellant also made a $10,000 positive
adjustnent to the conparabl es because the subject has a sw nmm ng
pool that they do not have.

In summary the appellant's apprai ser used three conparable sales
in the sal es conparison approach to value. The conparables were
i nproved with one, ranch style hone and two, 1.5-story dwellings.
The conparabl es ranged in size from1,919 to 3,014 square feet of
above grade living area. Each conparable had finished basenent
area that ranged in size from1,323 to approxinmately 1,900 square

feet. Each conparable had central air conditioning and either
two or three fireplaces. Each of the conparables al so had either
a tw or three-car attached garage with a basenent. The

dwel lings ranged in actual age from 8 to 14 years old wth
effective ages ranging from approximtely 2 vyears old to
approxi mately 4 years old. These properties had |ot sizes that
ranged from 1.67 to 2.04 acres. The sales occurred from June
2004 to Novenber 2004 for prices ranging from $639,000 to
$1, 600, 000. After making net adjustnments to the conparabl es that
ranged from 5.2% to 111.8% for differences from the subject the
appraiser was of the opinion these sales had adjusted sales
prices ranging from $1, 353,000 to $1, 683, 000. Based on this data
the apprai ser estimated the subject had an indicated value under
t he sal es conpari son approach of $1, 650, 000.

The apprai ser al so devel oped the cost approach to value wherein
he estimated the subject had a site value of $350, 000. The
repl acement cost new was estimated to be $1, 393, 077. From this
the appraiser deducted $162,572 for physical and functional
obsol escence to arrive at a depreciated value of the inprovenents
of $1,230,505. To this the appraiser added $100,000 for the site
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i nprovenments to arrive at an indicated value under the cost
approach of $1, 680, 505.

The appraiser testified the sales conparison approach is given
nore weight in residential appraisals because it reflects the
actions of buyers and sellers. In reconciling the two approaches
to value the appellant's apprai ser gave nost weight to the sales
conpari son approach and estinmated the subject property had a
mar ket val ue of $1, 650,000 as of May 10, 2005.

The appraiser testified he would not be opposed to using
conparabl e sales fromthe Galena Territories; however, he is not
aware of any sales in excess of $1,000,000 that occurred in that
ar ea. He also indicated the honmes in the Galena Territories do
not really have | ake access because they are sitting on bluffs.
The wtness also indicated that ©property in the Glena
Territories is known for golfing while property at Lake Carrol
is associated with the | ake.

Under cross-exanm nation the appellant's appraiser testified that
vacati on home buyers probably woul d not purchase the subject. He
t hought a potential buyer would be sonebody retired and pl anning
on spending a lot of tine in the area, which is not typical of
this area. The appraiser was of the opinion that a vacati on hone
buyer would not want to spend all his time and nobney on upkeep
for property of this size.

The appraiser also testified he did not use sales from other
mar ket s because it was not relevant. The apprai ser acknow edged
that he nmade adjustnments to the conparables for differing
features, which he believed was proper in considering al

anenities. The appraiser could not describe the subject's
kitchen nor did he know if the subject had nore than one kitchen.
He made no adjustnents to the conparables for kitchens. The

apprai ser also acknow edged that he mde nore than a 100%
adjustnment to his conparabl e sal e nunber 3.

The witness testified there was a golf course at Lake Carroll and
the subject property is gated, unlike other properties at Lake
Carroll.

Under further cross-exam nation the appellant's appraiser stated
his definition of nmarket value was the nost probable price which
property should bring in the conpetitive open market under al
conditions requisite to a fair sale. He would expect this
property to sell on May 10, 2005, for a price of $1,650,000. He
indicated he did not care about the comm ssion on the sales
price.

The wtness further testified that he had appraised his
conpar abl e sale nunber one and had interior and exterior access
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to that property. Wth respect to sales 2 and 3 the appraiser
did not conduct interior inspections but viewed the properties
fromthe exterior. The wtness testified the data on conparabl es
2 and 3 were from the property record cards maintained by the
assessor's office. The witness testified he has appraised
approxi mately 5 honmes in the 7,000 square foot range with the
subj ect being the first one of such size he appraised in Carrol
County.

The board of review subnmitted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " disclosing the final assessnent of the subject property.
In 2004 the subject had a final total assessnent of $681, 088.
The subject had an inprovenent assessnent of $564,421. Using an
occupancy factor of 77% the subject would have had an i nprovenent
assessment of $733,014 and a total assessnent of $849,681 which
would reflect a full narket value of approximately $2,561, 595
usi ng the 2004 three year nedian | evel of assessnents for Carrol
County of 33.17% The subject had a total assessnment in 2005 of
$640,587 which reflects a market value of approximtely
$1, 924, 263 using the 2005 three year nedian |evel of assessnents
for Carroll County of 33.29% For 2004 and 2005 the board of
review submtted two apprai sals prepared by real estate appraiser
Douglas C. Nelson estimating the subject had a market value of
$1, 900, 000 as of January 1, 2004, assuming the honme was conplete,
and $1, 940,000 as of January 1, 2005.

The first wtness called by the board of review was the
appel l ant, Ken Melchionna. The appellant testified he does not
live at the subject property but tries to conme to the property
every weekend. The appellant testified the cost to construct the

home was about $1, 600, 000. The wi tness was questioned about
anot her appraisal that nmay have been prepared for the subject
property. The appellant testified he could not recall if there

was anot her appraisal or what it said.

Under cross-exam nation the appellant testified that he had not
hired another appraiser to appraise the subject property other
than the appraiser for the instant assessnent appeals. The
W tness testified that he had difficulty obtaining a nortgage for
the subject because it would not appraise for what it cost to
bui | d.

The next witness called on behalf of the board of review was real
estate apprai ser Dougl as Nel son. Nel son testified he prepared
two appraisals of the subject property with effective dates of
January 1, 2004 and January 1, 2005. The estimted market val ues
differed by $40,000 due to the appraiser's belief that |and
val ues at Lake Carroll appreciated during 2004. He testified his
two reports were the sane up to where he developed the I|and
val ue.
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Nel son testified he did not inspect the subject property. He was
i nformed when he was engaged to do the assignnent that he would
not gain entry to the house. He viewed the property from the
front gate at the public road and from the opposite side of the
cove. Nel son also testified that the supervisor of assessnents
has a conplete set of plans and specifications or draw ngs
conposed of about 20 pages that he was able to take and review.
He found this information very hel pful.

The apprai ser described the site as being conposed of two platted
lots that have 6.511 acres, which is significantly larger than
the typical lake lot. He testified the conparable |lot sales are
in the range of 1.5 to 2 acres. Nelson testified the subject is
at the end of a cove and the water level can make it difficult
for boats at tines. He was of the opinion the subject did not
have an inferior site.

In estimating the market value of the subject property the
apprai ser used both the cost and sal es conparison approaches to
value. The witness was of the opinion there was no excess | and

associated with the property. He testified the subject is a
mansi on quality house that needs a mansion-sized setting for the
i nprovenents. In reviewing the |land sales, the board of review s

apprai ser saw a 12% appreciation rate from 2004 to 2005. Nel son
estimted the subject had a |ot value of $350,000 as of January
1, 2004, and $370,000 as of January 1, 2005.

In estimating the value of the subject inprovenents using the
cost approach the appraiser used the Mrshall Residential Cost
Handbook. The appraiser also used a 20% and 25% external
obsol escence factor for each year under appeal. In the 2004
apprai sal the appraiser estimted a cost new of $2,004,535. From
this the apprai ser deducted $20, 000 for function obsol escence and
$400,907 for external obsolescence using 20% and $511,134 for
ext ernal obsol escence using 25% to arrive at a depreciated val ue
of the inprovenments of $1,583,628 and $1, 513, 401. Addi ng the
| and val ue of $350,000 under each scenario resulted in estinmated
val ues under the cost approach of $1, 860,000 and $1, 930, 000.

Under the cost approach in the 2005 appraisal the appraiser
estimated a cost new of $2,144, 860. From this the appraiser
deducted $21, 499 for physical depreciation, $20,000 for function
obsol escence and $420, 862 for external obsol escence using 20% and
$525,853 for external obsolescence using 25% to arrive at a
depreciated value of the inprovenents of $1,682,729 and
$1, 577, 558. Adding the land value of $370,000 under each
scenario resulted in estimted val ues under the cost approach of
$1, 950, 000 and $2, 050, 000.

In testinony the appraiser explained that he did not believe a
two-car garage was adequate and thought a four-car garage woul d
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be nore appropriate. Due to this deficiency the appraiser nmade a
$20, 000 deduction for functional obsolescence. The apprai ser
al so explained that the 20 to 25 percent deduction for external
obsol escence was because the house was so nuch larger and nore
expensi ve than anything on Lake Carroll.

The appraiser was next questioned about the sales conparison
approach devel oped in each appraisal. Nelson testified that Lake
Carroll is a vacation market appealing to people com ng out of
Chicago. H's nmarket area for the subject included Lake Carroll
the Galena Territories and the Lake Geneva area. Nel son was of
the opinion that for a house of this size it would not be fair to
review only sales within the Lake Carroll devel opnent. Nel son
described Lake Carroll as a Ilake community wth appeal for
famlies for vacation use on weekends. By contrast, he testified
that Galena Territories is a golfing area and a vacation area.
He was of the opinion the values and appeal between Lake Carr ol
and the Galena Territories would be the sane. Nel son al so
testified that Lake Geneva being closer to Chicago has
significantly nore market appeal and honmes intend to be nuch nore
val uabl e. In selecting conparables Nelson used the rmultiple
listing service (M.S) and the assessor's records at the Gal ena
Territories and at Lake Geneva he used a realtor that is active
in that market.

Nel son expl ai ned that in making adjustnents to the conparabl es he
estimated the land value at the conparable sale, deducted that
from the price to arrive at price per square foot at the
conpar abl e sal e. He then would conpare that to the subject to
arrive at a value per square foot for the subject and then add
back the |land value. He was of the opinion buyers of these types
of houses are |ooking at the whole property which is why he uses
this techni que.

In the 2004 appraisal Nelson used five conparable sales |ocated

at Lake Carroll, @Glena Territory and Lake Geneva. The
conparables ranged in size from 4,041 to 15,000 square feet of
total living area. Conparables 1 through 4 are described as

ranging in size from 2,020 to 3,000 square feet of above grade
living area with 1,800 to 2,249 square feet of below grade
finished area. The dwellings ranged in age fromnew to 14 years
old. The appraiser indicated the |and areas ranged in size from
.699 to 4 acres with conparable nunber 2 being described as
having three |ots. These properties sold from June 2001 to
Novenber 2004 for prices ranging from $755,000 to $4,540, 185.
The property at the high end of the range was |ocated at Lake
Geneva while the remaining four conparables |ocated at Lake
Carroll and at Galena Territory sold for prices ranging from
$755,000 to $1,600,000. In his grid analysis the appraiser nade
| and value deductions ranging from $75,000 to $2,000,000 to
arrive at residual building values ranging from $500,000 to
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$2, 540, 185. Dividing the residual building values by the tota
buil ding areas resulted in unit values ranging from $104 to $169
per square foot. Based on this analysis the appraiser estimted
the subject dwelling, with a total building area of 10,810 square
feet, had a unit value of $145 per square foot of total building.
This estimate resulted in a dwelling value of $1,567,450 to which
t he apprai ser added a | and val ue of $350,000 resulting in a total
val ue of $1, 920,000 under the sal es conparison approach.

In the 2005 apprai sal Nelson used seven conparable sales |ocated
at Lake Carroll, Galena Territory, Lake Geneva and Linn

W sconsi n. Conparable sales 1, 2, and 7 were also used in the
2004 appraisal as conparables 1, 2 and 5. The four new
conpar abl es nunbered 3, 4, 5 and 6 ranged in size from 2,996 to
8,638 square feet of total |iving area. These four conparables
were described as ranging in size from1,922 to 4,200 square feet
of above grade living area with 464 to 2,300 square feet of bel ow
grade finished area. The dwellings ranged in age from 4 to 13
years old. The appraiser indicated the |and areas ranged in size
from.47 to 2.22 acres. These four properties sold from Novenber
2004 to Decenber 2005 for prices ranging from $682,500 to
$3, 200, 000. The property at the high end of the range was
| ocated at Linn, Wsconsin while the renaining three conparables
| ocated at Lake Carroll and at Galena Territory sold for prices
ranging from $682,500 to $829, 000. In his grid analysis the
apprai ser made |and value deductions to the seven conparables
ranging from $100,000 to $2,200,000 to arrive at residual

buil ding values ranging from $432,500 to $2, 540, 185. Di vi di ng
the residual building values by the total building areas resulted
in unit values ranging from $103 to $214 per square foot. Based
on this analysis the appraiser estimted the subject dwelling had
a unit value of $145 per square foot of total building area

which the appraiser calculated to be 10,810 square feet. Thi s
estimate resulted in a dwelling value of $1,567,450 to which the
apprai ser added a land value of $370,000 resulting in a tota

val ue of $1, 940, 000.

In reconciling the two approaches to value in both appraisals
Nel son gave nobst weight to the sales conparison approach and
estimated the subject had a market value of $1,900,000 as of
January 1, 2004, and $1, 940,000 as of January 1, 2005.

The board of review s appraiser was of the opinion that it was
appropriate to use total building area because at nost |akes it
has been his observation that realtors quote the total building
area due to houses having wal k-out | ower |evels.

Under cross exam nation Nel son agreed that conparabl e sal e nunber
three used in the appellant's appraisal |ocated at 25-84 Lake
Carroll Blvd. probably should have been used in his appraisal.
The appraiser also agreed that Lake Geneva properties are
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typically rmuch nore expensive than property located in Lake
Carroll or Galena Territory. He also agreed that his analysis
woul d be nore commonly utilized in a mansi on-type hone.

After hearing the testinony and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of the appeal. The Board further
finds a reduction in the subject's assessnment is supported by the
evi dence in the record.

The appell ant contends the market value of the subject property
is not accurately reflected by the assessed valuation. When
mar ket value is the basis of the appeal the value of the property
nmust be proved by a preponderance of the evidence. National Cty
Bank of Mchigan/lllinois v. Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board,
331 IIl.App.3d 1038 (3¢ Dist. 2002). After considering the
apprai sals and the testinony of the appraisers, the Board finds a
reduction in the subject's assessnent i s warranted.

In 2004 the subject had a final total assessnent of $681,088 with
an i nprovenent assessnent of $564,421. Using an occupancy factor
of 77% the subject would have had an inprovenent assessnent of
$733,014 and a total assessment of $849,681, which would reflect
a full market value of approximately $2,561,595 using the 2004
three year nedian level of assessnents for Carroll County of
33.17% The subject had a total assessnment in 2005 of $640, 587,
which reflects a market value of approximately $1,924, 263 using
the 2005 three year nedian level of assessnents for Carrol
County of 33.29% The appellant submtted an appraisal with an
effective date of May 10, 2005, estimating the subject property
had a market value of $1,650,000. For 2004 and 2005 the board of
review submtted two appraisals estimating the subject had a
mar ket val ue of $1,900,000 as of January 1, 2004, assunming the
home was conpl ete, and $1, 940,000 as of January 1, 2005.

The Board finds that both appraisers recognized the subject
property was sonmewhat unique to the area due to its large size.
The subject property had an above grade |living area of
approxi mately 7,067 square feet and a total building area if one
considers the finished basenent of approximately 11,000 square
feet. As a result of its size both appraisers recognized the
subj ect suffered from obsol escence. The subject also had a | arge
| and area conposed of approximately 6.5 acres whereas nost of the
parcels in the Lake Carroll vicinity ranged from approxi mately
1.5 to 2.0 acres. Bot h appraisers also agreed that the sales
conpari son approach is nost indicative of the subject's narket
value and is to be given nbst enphasis in estimting the market
val ue of the subject property. Both appraisers also agreed that
sales located at Galena Territory could be used as conparable
sal es.
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In reviewing the three appraisals in the record, the Board finds
both appraisers used two sales |ocated at Lake Carroll, nanely
appel l ant's conparables 1 and 2 and board of review conparables 1
and 2. Herbig estimated these two sales had adjusted val ues of
$1,683,000 and $1,628,000, respectively. Nel son, in turn,
estimted these two sales reflected unit values of $153 and $104
per square foot of total building area. Using these unit val ues
for the home and adding the |and value for the respective years
results in estimated val ues for the subject in 2004 of $2, 000, 930
and $1,474,240 and in 2005 of $2,023,930 and $1, 494, 240. The
appel lant's appraiser's third conparable sale was al so | ocated at
Lake Carroll and had an adjusted market value of $1,353,300. 1In
the board of review s 2004 appraisal Nelson used two sales from
Galena Territory wherein he estimated unit values of $134 per
square foot of finished area. Using this unit value and addi ng
the land value of $350,000 results in estimated values for the
subj ect of $1, 798, 540. In the board of review s 2005 appraisal

Nel son used an additional sale from Lake Carroll that he
estimated as having a value of $145 per square foot of finished
ar ea. Using this wunit value and adding the |and value of
$370,000 results in estimted value for the subject of
$1, 937, 450. In his 2005 appraisal Nelson also used two sales
from Galena Territory that he determined had unit values of $129
and $103 per square foot of finished area. Using these unit
val ues and adding the | and val ue of $370,000 results in estinmated
values for the subject of $1,764,490 and $1, 483, 430. The

Property Tax Appeal Board gives little weight to the sales used
by Nelson |ocated at Lake Geneva and at Linn, Wsconsin finding
that these sales are not reflective of the values at Lake
Carroll.

Using the adjusted prices of these sales the Board finds the
range is from $1,353,300 to $2, 023, 900. The average adjusted
price of the sales is approximately $1,703,000 with a nedian
adjusted sales price of approximately $1,723,000. After
considering this data, the two appraisals and the testinony
provided by the two appraisers, the Property Tax Appeal Board
finds the subject property had a market value of $1, 700,000 as of
January 1, 2004 and $1,720,000 as of January 1, 2005. Si nce
mar ket val ue has been established the three year nedian |evel of
assessnents for Carroll County for 2004 and 2005 of 33.17% and
33.29% respectively, shall apply.

The Board further finds that for 2004 the subject property had a
| and value of $350,000 resulting in an inprovenent value of
$1, 350,000. The Board also finds the subject's 2004 inprovenent
assessnent should be prorated at 77% pursuant to the agreenent of
the parties.
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This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the CGrcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.
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Menber Menber
DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI1 ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[I'linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: February 29, 2008

&‘;tumﬂd”’;

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE
Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:
"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing

conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnments for the

11 of 12



DOCKET NO.: 04-01657.001-R-2 & 05-01354. 001-R-2

subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer nmay, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’ s decision, appeal the assessnent for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE WTH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION IN ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of your County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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